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gested by structuralists. A morphologically unificd category (such as a given case,
for example) is also semantically unified, although the internal complexity af that
category may be great. This postulate has baen tested in the analysis of & number of
semantically complex morphemes, among them the Russian verbal prefixes pere-,
de-, za-, and of- (landa 1936). the genitive case of Greek (Nikiforidou 19913, and
the English verh particles over (Brugmana 1988). up, and oui (Lindner 1981),

Perhaps the most eloguent and pertinent argument [or the postulation of struc-
tered polysemy was presented by Nikiforidoo {1991, 135-164), wha lists phenom-
ena that truditional and structuralist analyses do pot explain satistactorily;

* the fact thut the range of meanings of a given category (e.g., the genitive) is
similar across unrelated languapes (explained in cognitive Hnguistics by the fact that
such categories are based on humun cxpericnee, and that the cognitive category (o
gome extent predetermines the linguistic category);

= the [act that there are central readings for a category that require no context,
whereas other readings are more peripheral and do require context, and also that it
is the peripheral, not the central meanings that are lost first over time when there is
an crosion of the category {expluined in cognitive linguistics by the conter-periphery
structute of the calégory).

The anulvsis below employs the structured polysemy postulated by the authors
ciled abowve, as it s situated in the broader theoretical framework of cognitive
linguistics as proposed by Lukoff (1987). Langacker (1986 & 1987), and Talmy
(1986). It is also compatible with the systems of related meanings proposed for the
Russian instrumentzal and Polish dative by Wisrzbicka (1980 & 1986).

2080 A Overview of the Dative
The many nop-indireet object uses of the dative (ethical dative, dative of posses-
siom, e, often referred to collectively as the “frec dative™) and the dative of
impersonal constroctions will be excluded from discussion, for they do not exhibil
any clear-cut pattern of arcal phenomena, as is the case for constructions in which
the dative is an argument of the verh. However, in order to place the following
analysis in its broader context, [ will give u very bricf account of the semantic
structure of the entire dative category (which is worked out in detail in Janda [1993]
for Czech and Russian, and is applicable in its pross structure to all of the Indo-
European languages cited in this survey),? The indirecl object construction consists
ol a nominative entty (subject), an accusslive caotity (patient), a verbal action
[which transfers the accusative to the dative), and a dative entlty (potential subject
of further action®). The governed dative construction is identical. except that one of
the participunts, the accusative entity, is absent. The removal of one more partici-
pant, the nominative entity, leaves a construction with only a verb and a dative
enlity [potential subject): the impersonal dative, These three constructions and
their relations as syntagmatic variants of the indirecl object construction, are dia-
grammed in figure 1. The relationship thai binds the indireet ohject construction
(and ils syntagmatic varianis?) to the free dative construction (and its syntagmaltic
variants) is paradipmatic {i.e.. the result of variation in the semantics ol the dative
itself, rather than of variation in the constroction in which it is found). This relation-
ship is the result of an operation on the scope of the dative. which ranges trom a
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mere potential as a sehject (independent status) in schema 1 to the maximally
external scope of Lhe sphere of control in schema 20 These schemas and their
refalionships are disgrammed in figure 2.5

Schema 2. of course, has ity own array of syntagmatic variants. which will not be
discussed here: the focus of the remainder of this paper will be on schemas T and 1a.
The reader should keep in mind that this brief excursus and the dingrams presented
herein are to some extent convenient artifacts: the dative network is in [acl very
complex, neluding many transitivaal vses and relationships that have pot been
represented.
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Figure 2 Czech Dative Metwork
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In the analysis that follows, it will be helpful to think of the dative as a whale
(represented in figure 2) as a superordinate category, which subsumes two [urther
basic-level categories, represented as schema | and schema 2, each of which in turn
subsumes a nunber of subcategories {this is diaprammed for schema 1 in figure 1).
Further, the subcategories have a structure of sub-subcateporics, and it is at {he
level of the sub-subeategory (i.c., the finer siructure subsumed by schemas | and
la) that the analysis below will be carried out. The organization of categories in
super-. basic and subordinate levels can be easily established for lexical semantics
(¢f. superordinate furmitere, basic level chair, bed, table, subordinate fighchair,
lawnchair, rocking chair), and the recognition of these levels is a central tenct of
cognitive linguistics (cf. Lakoff 1987} Another central lenet. the assertion that
lexical and grammatical semantics form a continuum (ef, Talmy 1986), sanctions the
stratification of cuse uses invaked here,

3.0 The Ineirect Qlject in Czech
If one identifies the three-argument construction with the verh divar give' as
m___...,.._n:».n_ in example 1 {corresponding to schema | in figure 13 as the prototypical
mstantjation of the indirect object, it becomes clear that there is a diverse sel of

L
e
|

The Shape of the Tndirect Objeet in Central and Eastern Europe

dative constructions that appear ta be semantically motivated as exlensions of the
indirect objoct, Members of this set of constructions vary according o a) the
direction of the motion of the direct object with respect to the indirect object
(toward or away), 1) whether the dircel ohjeet bas d surface realization, and ) the
speciflication of the direct objeet by the verb (as Wdentical to the subject, @ message.
money. benelil, punishment, cte)). In the prototypieul case the dircet object is
moved on o path directed toward the indirect object. it realized as an accusative NP
and its nature s ool specified by the verh,
1, Iana dula Peirovi Eeifie.

Hana-WNOM gave Petr-12AT book-ACC

'Hana gave Petroa ook’

The extensions of this prototypical use of the dative in an indirecl object construc-
tion are of three tvpes, based on three kinds of relationship: extension vig syoony-
my, cxtension via antonymy, and extension via metonymy. These extensions link
the prototype to the more peripheral members of the cognitive category of the
indirect object, forming a radial oetwork of interconnected vses. as presented in
figure 3.9 Mote that figure 3 presents only the subcategones local to schema L

Synonymy is the most commaon tvpe of extension; it adds a third dimension to the
network given i figure 3 by allowing extension throughout the entire structure.
Thus, there are many verbs that can have the same argumen) structure as ddval
‘pive’ by virtue of the fact that they are synonymous or nearly synonymous wilh this
verh, Examples are found in table 1 of the appendix.

The opposite Lvpe of exiension, via antonymy, is utilized only once in the indirect
object network. This extension, however, is responsible [or establishing the branch
of the network that is the main focus of this article, for this s where we see
interesting variations among languages. Extension via antonyvmy makes it possible
for the amtonym of dived ‘give,” which is brdr 'take.” to bave the samc argument
structure, as in cxample 2, thus reversing the direction of movement of the direct
object relative to the indirect object.

2. Alena i poFdd bere énlalddv’
Alena-NOM me-DAT alwavs takes chocolates- ACC
“Alena is always laking chocolates from me!”

Symonymy further facilitates the vse of the dative with verbs ke Lrvdst “steal” and
zefzovad “appropriate’ and other varbs listed in table 2 of the appendix. Languages
that exhibil such extension via antonymy will henceforth he referred to as having
“an extended indirect object.”

Metonymy produces the extensions that make up the remainder of the network,
Actually, what is at work here is a kind of reverse metonymy in which the naming of
a part (here a part af the argument structyre ol the verh, 1o be precise, the direct
object) is subsumed in the naming of the whole (the verb), In all the cxamples
below of metonymical extension of the indireet abject the semantics of the verh
nacessarily specily the jdentity of the direct object, making its surface realization
unnecessary and frequently impermissible os well. Thase vechs tvpically Tack &
surface accusative object, and their over! argument structure 15 of coerse dillerent
from ¢lavses containing the protyipical indirect ohject and its extension viz anto-
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Figure 3;  The Radial Network of the Czech Extended Indirect Ohject
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nymy: these clauses have only # nominative subject and a dative ohject. The TECng-
nition of certain datives in two-argument clauses as indirect abjects (a subcategory
of schema | rather than schems 1a) represents a departure from standard descrip-
tions of dative usage. The remuval of verbs that are better classified as part of the
mdirect object construction from the dative-governing class makes deseriptions of
thatl class considerably neater, as will be demonstrated below,

One large class of verbs that fack an overt accusative s the intransitives. In-
Itansitive verbs which specify that the sclf s being presented o or taken from
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another entity (marked in the dative) instantiate the extension via metenymy of
bath “give” and ‘take’ and are relerred to gy “intransitive giving” or “intransitive
taking” verbs, respectively, Examples arc presented in 3 and 4 and lists of verbs are
given in table 3 of the appendix.

3. Viadimir ndei nadhéhl, 4, Luchmutly rien wteklo
Wisdimir-MOM us-DAT overtook Ludmila-NOM ee-DAT ran-away
Wladimic overtaok us.” "Ludmila ran away from us.”

Sumetimes the semantics of the verb render an overt accusative object nonobliga-
tory by specifying a referent other than that indexed by the subject of the sentence.
Belevant verhs are those that can be paraphrased as “give X,7 where X is money
fex. 51, a gift {ex, 6), o message (ex, T), asignal (2x. $). punishment {ex. 93, or vven
a more abstract objoct. such as geod Cex, 10) or evil (ex. 11), S0 here, as with the
intransitives, a tangible dircet object is unnecossary, because the verb specifies its
nature. In all of these examples the use of the dative is well-motivated by semantic
analogy to three-argument verb constructions in which the dirgct abject appears in
a noun phrase rather than being specified by the verb, Inventories of relevant verbs
appear in tahle 4 of the appendix.

8. 062 jrem zaplatilo Enikovi.
Already am-A1IX poid watler-DAT
Thave already paid the waiter |

&, Fargelid Costo ofdrovali eizim bohim,
Israclites-MONM often sacrificed foraign gods-1247T
“The lsraclites often made seerifices to foreign gody.!

T Pa velhdch vifchnd grondovali Haviovi
Adter elections-LOC evervone-NOM congratulated Havel-DAT
"Adter the elections evervone congratulated Havel!
A Behem pieluidky vojdei saltrovall Gorbadovav,
Craring parade-GEMN saldiers-MOM saluted Crorthadev-1047]
‘During the parade the soldiers seluted Gorbatey
G i s naplacdm !
[-MOM vou-DAT spank
TN give you i spanking!’
10, Ten otek i moc slusl
That ouetfic-MNOM vou-DAT much suirs
“That cutfit reslly suits you.”
L. Vi mi peoje stdlé pripominky.
Anngy me-DAT vour constant critacisms-S0M
W our constant criticisms annoy me,”

S0 Advantages of Extended Tndivect Object Maode!
4.1 A More Precive Definition of Indivecr Object

The present description of the indirect object yields advantages both internal and
cxternal to the construction at hand. Internally we see that the concept of indircet
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object has o principled and logical structure: relevant (0 a wide range of construc-
tion types. This provides us with far more information than the usual “conunon
sense” definition thal merely states the prototypical instance {usually examples
containing verbs meaning ‘give'l, leaving uoaddressed the guestion of whether
deviations from that instance should be identificd as indirect objects. Which of the
datives in the [llowing sentences, lor example, would we call indirect objects if
using the common sense definition of that term as our sule guide?
12. Heonza mu ji dal dva delory.

Homea-NOM him-DAT alrendy pave two dollars- ACC

“Horeza already gave him two dolkars.
VA, Hewza mu 2 zaplatil dva dolary,

Heanza-NOM hin-DAT already paid two dollars-A00

“Honza already paid him wwo dollars,”
14, Flonza mu jif raplabi,

Huomua-MOM him-12AT already paid.

‘Homea already puid him”

Fven il we could answer this question in a definitive manner. a simple binary
distinction identifying each dative noun phrpse as cither an indirect ubject or a non-
mdirect ohject is msufficient to capture the sealar gradation present in this set of
examples. OF the three. the dative noun phrase in 12 is the best example of an
melirect objeet. These in 13 and 14 are clearly related (o that of 12, but their status
as indirect objects 15 progressively less central. The modal of the indireet object
presented in this article easily acenmmodates this perception of relative mm:n:m_. i
terming dilives us indirect objects by assipning uses of the dative to central or
peripheral locations in the network, In addition, it reveals the principles ar work in

reluting examples such as 13 and 14 10 12,

1.2 A Mare Coherent Account of the Governed Darve

The: benehits to be pained by approaching the semantics of the indirect abject in this
fashion go beyond the definition of this concept. By recogniving many two-
argument constructions as extensions (subcatcgories) of the indircct ohject, we are
feft with a very differemt view of dative povernmen! than is usually presented in
grummars of Czech.® which contain large inventorics of semantically diverse verbs,
When the verbs that take extended indireet objects are excluded from the survey of
the governed dative, we find that the remaining verbs form a scmantically coherent
group. und that the use of the dative with these verbs is motivated rather than
arbitrary. In arder 1o demonstrate this point. o short digression on the sermantics of
the dajive in gencral is necessary,

Il we wish to generalize the semuntic import of the dative in abstract terms, we
might say that what sets the dative apart from othér cases is the face that it marks
its referent a5 huving some potential 10 experienve or Teact to an action, or, in
other words, cupacity to be a subject. Smith, citing German data, states that the
dative entily is “simultancously acted upum as well as an actor incis own right”
[1983:343), a property he calls “bilateral involvement™ (1987:455); and Bachman
[1980) has shown thal in certain uses the dative in Russian passes syntactic tosts
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for subjecthood.” Further, because human beings are far more fikely than inani-
male Gbjects o be potential subjects, Slavic languages permit wtterances like 13,

but reject 16,10

15, fhala jrerm S vk 16 *Dala jser pokofi Kyiku.
Gave am-AUN Eve-DAT Crave am-ALUX room-10AT
fower- AL Nower-ACC
‘I gave Eve a flower.” I gave the room a Dower.”

When a verh governs the dative, we scé g two-argument structure in which the
nominative subject is juxtaposcd with the subject-like dative (corresponding to
schema Tain figure 1). Here we find 2 contest between actuzl and potential sub-
jecthood on the partof the arguments of the verh. Semantically there is competition
between the two in determining which, if any, will dominate the other in the arenas of
verbal action. Tt comes #s no surprise. then, that all of the verbs that govern the dative
reflect this struggle for power, dennting symmetrical relationships (in which the teo
arguments are equally matched), domination, subordination, or annulment of subor-
dination. ™ Relevanl verbs are presented in table 5 ol the appendix.

The present model of the indireet object provides a crisp distinction between the
indirect ohject and the governad dative, and motivates the meanings associated
with each as well. Although there is of course some significant variation [for exam-
ple, verbs of domination are poverned by the imstrumental in Russian), the basic
outline of this argument would be the same for most of the Slavic languages.

5.0 A Comparison of the Shape of the Indirect Qbjecr in Various Languages
I'he present model of the indirect ohject has an application o comparative linguwis-
tics that both exposes the relevance of geographic contiguity in the development of
case nsage und verfies the model,

Phenomena sach as case usage are so untidy that the analysts of the data in even
one language i5 a challenge for the linguist, and as a result such phenomena fre-
guently dely cross-linguistic comparison, When, however, the data on usage can he
shown to be organized in a principled way, compurison of usape patterns among
languages becomes feasible. The data presented below demonstrate that geo-
graphic community is 7 strong factor in promoting the sharing of similar coneeprual-
izations, In other words, neighboring languages are likely Lo show similar (enden-
cics in case usage and the spread of case-role conceptualizations is not entircly
dependent on the genetic relatednsss of languages.

This survey will compare (he patiern of extension of the indirect object in @
representative sample of the Central and Eastern European languages that have a
morphologically distiner dative case, specifically: Russian, Ukrainian, Polish,
Czech, Slovak, Serbo-Croatian, Macedonian, Lithuanian, German, Romanian,
and Hungarian. This set of languages provides @ grudution of relatedness among
languages, ranging from very close, within the same subfamily (2s is the case for
Bussian and Ukrainian: Czech, Slovuk, and Polish: and Serbo-Croatian and Mace-
donian}. to relations amuong sublymilics |specifically the West, East and South
subfamilies of Slavic), relations among families of [ndo-European {Baltic, Slavie,
Cermanic, and Romance), and finally the lack of genetic relatedness berween
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Hungarian and the Indo-Europeuan languages. Crech is used as the baseline for
comparison in the descriptions below.

FT Russian
Russian has the prootypical three-argument indirect obgect with verbs meaning
‘give. as in:
17 Liweddmila dala emu cvesrk.
Ljudmila-NOM gave lim-DAT lower-ACC
Ljudmile gave him a flewer,”

but lacks extension to verbs meaning “lake,” which are instead accompanicd by
prepositional phroses, g5 n;
L&, Liudmils whrala u nega desjar dolffaron,

Ljudmila-MOM stole by him-GEN 1en-ACC dollars: GEN

‘Ljudrrifa stole ten dollars from him.”

In @ parallel fashion, Russian uses the darive with verbs cxpressing Cintransitive
giving':
19, Podr predstavilsp sobraviimea § nadal disat’ svol sivi,

poet-MOM introduced-sell gathered-12AT and started to-read own verses- ACC

“The post introduced Bimsell w those mathered and srarted to read his verses”

but admits only prepositional phrases with tintransitive taking' verhs;

0. Fena ubeialnor HEge,
wife-NOM run from him-GEN
‘Hias wile ran away from him,”
With the cxeeption of verbs of punishment, which take an dccusative in Russian:
21 Chec pobdd disdin.
father-MOM beat uncle-ACC
‘Father beat uncle.”

all of the other extensions of the indireet object (‘giving money/gilts, messages,
signals, good, cvil’) are well-representad in Russian:

23, Namt oroso pilaa. 24 Ja pomaral ef v onver,
us-I3AT well pay I-WOM waved her-13AT in answer-ACC
“They pay us we T wived back ot her.”
23, Ona mne ne givenila 23, Vyem ne ppodis.
slie-MOM me-I2AT not answered all-DAT not please
“She did not answer me.” “You can't please everyone.’
2. O dadod] mne e voprosam.

he-MOM snnoved me-DAT own yuestions-INST
e annoved me with his questions.’

Peculiar to Russian is a prepondesance of verbs denoting harm (grabit’ ‘e rode )
derzii’ ‘be impertinent,” veedit® ‘harm,” izmenjut betray, mstt take revenge,
grozil’ “threaten,” dosaZdar ‘annoy.” mefa ‘hinder,” nedovdal” “annoy,” noeskedt
‘pore.” astocerter’ ‘repel,’ oprotiver trepel ] opostvler Be hatelul’) as opposed o
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benehit (blagoprijastvovar ‘favor,! pokrovieel stvovar’ "protect, patronize,” ngosdar
‘please,” godic'sja ‘please,” nravit'sja ‘please. priglfionur'sia ‘be attractive,” polin-
hit'sfa ‘he attractive,” ide suit’), whereas in Crech these catcgorics are represented
in approximately equal numbers. [t may well be that this distribution is influenced
by ather uses of the dative related not 1o the indirect object, but 1o the dative as an
experigncer of states, There is in Russian @ correspondingly unbulanced distribu-
ton of wses of the dative with detrimental as opposed to profitable sitoations:
Fussian tends 10 envode the experencer of nepatively evaluated situations with the
dative. For example, whereas the emotional and ethical datives have wide applica-
tion in Ceech,'® in Russian such use s infrequent and rurely appears outside of the
comiexl of warning, threat. or complaing, as

7. Ty pmne me opazdai smond! (Academy Grammar)
Tou-NOM me-DAT not be-late watch
Watch that yvouw aren’t late on mel

IR, Vartehe | prazdeilk!

Here you-DDAT and holiday-NOM
“That's some hobiday tor van!”

5.2 Ukrainian
The network appears to be the same as that of Russian: taking, intransitive taking
and punishment verbs do not participate in the extended indircet object. Thus, we
have the pratotypical use of the indirect object with “give’ and its synonyims, as in:
28 Lenim Krvla man din
Lenin-WOM wings- ACC us-13 4T gave
‘Lenin gave uswings (e be made us happy),

ML e svefe Foje drahiem daregu.
L-MOM own lite- ACC others-DAT give.
I give my life te others.

but “take’ and its svnonyvms use phrases consisting of a preposition (vid ‘from’ or u
by’) plus the genitive;
3L, Vid zemli rrefia vijory vee, 8o vone moze damy.
From earth-GEMN must to-take all- ACC. what-ACT she-NOM can to-give
T0ne) most take from the carth all that she can give.’
AL dn vidibrav o xlopeiv e irgrany

[-MNEI took by boys-GiEN thres grenades- ACC.
‘1 ok three grenades from the boys.”

Thy indirect object construction is extended to use with intrapsitive giving verbs:

A5 Vi viddulisiu tebi wsifein dideju
She-NOM gave-refl you-IDAT all saul-1INST
“She guve herself o you with all her soul”

M. My melodi, my fund, § nam naleiv soh
We-NOM voung-MOM. we-NOM couthful-NOM. and ws-DAT helongs warld-NOM,
TWe're young, we're vomthful, and the world belangs to us.”
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although the stative “belong” can also appear with the preposition do 'to” + genitive
in colloguial speech:
35 Kamuw!/ o bohe nalefve” svir?

Who-DAT To who-GEN belongs world-NOM?

T whom does the world belope?

[ntransitive taking verbs, however, vombine with prepositionzl phease comstructions similar to
those found with “take™

36, Vona vrikla vid mene, 3T, Tikef ment = adej.
She-MOM ran-wway from me-CiEMN. Run me-DAT from eyes-CiEN.
‘Bhe ran away from me.' ‘3ot out of my sicht.'

“Criving moncy/gifts. messages, signals, good, evil’ are all constructed with dative
indirect objects:
3. Fan plaivy knjuzdve

Landiord-MOM paid prince-DAT

“The landlord paid the prince.)’

30 Marteri vidnii ne hovorvin
Muother own-124T nor spoke
*She didn't speak even to her own mother,”
M Kopee” moenu rukofu bifciom.
Boy-NOM waved Band-TNST soldiers-DDAT.
“The bov wavad his hand al the soldiers,”
1. Meni dufe podabafer'sia vala rar,
Me-DAT very plesses-refl yvour house-NOM
T really like vour hoose,”
420 Vi sheodyt’ sak balkare kovorvey
You-DAAT harms g0 much 1o-talk
“It's not pood For you to talk so moech.”

Yerbs of punishment, as in Hussian, use the accusalive:
43, Jatebe nabfu,

[-NOM you-ACC will-beat
' pive you a beating,”

5.3 Paftsh
All parts of the extended indirect object network are well-representad, except the
verbs of punishment. ™ As in Czech, both ‘give” and ‘take use indirect objects:
44 Mary daje pudelko siserze. 45, Zubrane im brod.
Mary-NOM gives box-ACC sister-DAT tuken them-DAT wespon-ACC
Mary pives 2 box to her sister,” ‘The weapon was laken [rom them.”

amd both intransitive piving and intransitive taking verbs follow suit;

46, Preedsawitom st Trkowi. 47, Juz mi nie ucieknie.
introduced refl Irek-DAT aleeady me-DAT not will-escape
Tintroduced mysell 1o Irek.' “He/She will not escape me anvmore.
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Verbs denoting the giving of money/gifts. messages. signals, good, and evil also
have indirget ohjects:

A8, Faplacifert mu.
paid him-DAT
'l paid him.”
48, M odpowiedzial im
not answer them-13A70
“He did not answer Lhem.'

. DEondem sig pariom,
grected refl women-DAT
‘I greeted the women,”

1. Czy e rize podobaig sig ref cobieciz?
whether these roses-NOM please refl Uns woman-DHAT
‘Does this womad like these roses’’

32, Ten sip nuprzybirsg persanelow,

that-NOM refi bother staff-DAT
“I'hat one is bothering the staff,”

Yerbs of punishment, however, have accusative direct objects:

3. Uderzviem golia.
hit him/her-ACC
“1 hit him/her.”

unless paraphrased with ‘give’

4. Dakers s Klapsn
gave him-DAT spank-ACC
I gave him o spanking.’

5.4 Movak
The use of the mdirect object in Slovak very nearly matches its use in Czech, The
Slovak equivalents of *give” and “take’ have dative indirect objects:

35, Daj mito! 56, Llkrgdlomi dazdnik.
ive me-DAT 11-ACC stale me-DAT wmbirella-ACC
ive i Lo me! My umbrella has been stolen.”

and intransitive giving and taking verbs have dative indirect objects as welk:

3. Predstavit sa nietoomu 3, Uniklo ro mojef porornosi
to-introduece refl somenne-DAT Escaped it-NOM my notice-DAT
“To introduce oneself to someane” ‘It escaped my notics.!

Verbs denoting the giving of money/gifts, messages, signals, pood and evil also take
indirect nhjects:

9, Zapladl som chispovi,
paid ALY hoy-DAT
T paid the boy?
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). - Priprosnied mi, aby som ta urobil!
remind me-132AT so-that A UK - A0 did
"Remind me 1w do il
61. Telefonoval som i celd veder a niken mi neodpovedal.
phoned AUN vou-I2AT all evening-ACC and ne one-NOM me-DNAT not-answersd.
I phoned you all svening and no one answered me.”
62 Jefafke fadddmi vvkovier,
Iz hard each-DAT to-please
1175 hiard 1w please everyone.”
63, Mrefdfad mi v prdce,
hinder me-DAT s work-LOC
Yo hinder me ac work .

With verbs denoting the giving of punishment, Slovak vacillates between accusafive
direct objects and dative indirect ohjects:

64, Udriem) Nutrieksam 0. Nasebdm if fro zadok ).

hiv‘thrash you-ACC will-cut ¥ou-DAT fon hotenm-ACC)

Tl bt vowdthrash vou.” T give you a spanking {on vour bottom).!
0F. Ddrem & jednu rani, 07, Nurefem .

will-hit vou-DAT one blow. ACC will-cut you-13247T

‘'l sock vou ome.’ Tl give you u beating.”

Indeed there appears to be 2 contingum of dative usage in West Slavie: Czech
uses the dative here most readily. Polish uses it the Jeast {only in paraphrascs
containing ‘give'), und Slovak serves us the transition hetween these fwo sysiems.

3.5 Serbo-Croation
All branches of the extended network are present in Serbo-Croatian. albeit 1o
varying degrees. The dative appears in prototypical indirect objoct constructions
with “give.” asin:
08, Molim, dafee mi per smarika po trideser divars,
please, give me-DAT fve stamps-GEN for thiny-ACC dinars-GEN
Please, give me five thiny dinar stamps.’

but the number of verbs meaning ‘take’ that admit a dative indireet object is very
limited, consisting of only three examples: uzeri ‘take orerf “take away’, and
ugrabit ‘seize.” There are further usage restrictions on the taking verbs. The dative
generally appears only with the past tense of ereti and ugrabiti; and nzeti can also
take the prepositional phirase od | GEN, in which case it connotes *bormow’ tather
than ‘steal,” The following cxamples demonstrate the variation between the dative
and the od ‘from’ + penitive prepositional phrase abserved with uzer “take’

09, Uzew fe novae od nje. T Uzeojoj je novae,
took AN monev-ACC from her-GEN took her-DAT ALK money-ACC
‘He took the money from her “He tonok the meney from her (L was
ier money andior she was affected),”

The use of a dutive indirect object with intransitive giving verbs is more widespread
mn Serbo-Croatisn than in any of the other languuges in this survey. Ceech, for

-
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example. uses prepositional phrases (ko' + dative, or in the case of ‘home' the
adverbial dosmi "homeward”) with motion verbs in equivaients of the following two
examples: Czech usage would parallel that observed for Serbo-Croatian only in the
third exumple:

T1. A sad &0 moford ko
wrd now go mother-DAT Bome-DAT
SAad now go 10 your mothaniome!”

T2 U zgadan Gas prindi neprifarelishom seafane

al conventent Ume approach-run caemy goard-DAT
Al the righl moment. run up 1o the enemy guard.”

-
b

O se sforo vralle svopim rodielfima wseln.
he-MOM refl soon teturmed own parents-DAT 1o village-ACC
“He soon returned o his parcnts in the village.

[ntransitive taking verbs, however. do not use a dative indirect ohijcet:
T4 fzifan je iz kuce,

put-went AUX from house-0iE N

ITe left the house.”

There are verbs denoting “give money/gifts, messapes, signals, good, evil' that
combine with & dative indirect object in Serbo-Croatian:
Th. Plarie mi fo odmni,

pad me-134°1T A LN immediately

e paid me immedisiedy

T, Mikome ne govorim,
Mo ane-DAT not speek
T'm not speaking to snyone,”

17, Viada me we kndn velfo svidfa
vour-MOM him-12AT refl house-NOM very pleases
e likes your house very much,”

B Crailelo jop se.
revolted her-DAAT cell
“Bhe was revolied”

bt there are a few verbs in these categories |hal combing with an accusative direct
uhject, like:
T Nife vy cevredio.

nep-A LN vou-ACC harmed

e hasn't harmed vou.
I the eolloguial languape there are al leust two verbs denoting punishment that can
take the dative, although the sccusative is used in the literary language. Thus one
might hiear an uttcrance like:

A1) CusmucMiamua sam s,
Slapped/ it AUX him-10AT
‘T slappedihit him,”

although the use of go “him{ACC) would be considered correct.
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506 Macedonian
Macedonian generally lacks case marking on nouns and adjectives, bul compen-
sates for this by inserting the appropriate pronominzl form to reler to some non-
nominative noun phrases, ™ Thus in a protorypical indireet object consiruction the
direet object (knigarm “book-the', cvefiinfaie ‘fiowers-the’ ) is also realized a8 a pro-
noun (fa ‘her-ACC . g them-ACC):

81, Mu fu dadov knigans, 82 | giiisporadav cvekinfan,
Him-DAT her-ACC gave book-the Her-IDAT they-ACC dehivered flowers-the
‘I gave him the haok.' Tdelivered the Mowers Lo her

Verbs meaning ‘tuke” and their svnonyms have dative indirect objects:
B2 {Tafl wii go ekrade dasovnikor.
(Heo-WOMy me-12AT him-ACC stole watch-the

‘He stele the watch from me.”

R Foik i fo grahng ortol.
(He-NOM) her-DAT her-ACC grabbed baa-the
Tle prabbezd Dier bag.”

Intransitive giving and aking verbs likewise have dative indirect objects:

#5. | pe preseaviv.
her-DAT rell introduced
Tintroduced myself 1o bar’

B, Toe gard oep peipagaat eene.
these money-MOM me-DAT belong me-DAT
“This moncy helongs to me.’

Foar mii s zagnhi paioe?!
Where me-DAT rell lose knife-tlns
Where did 1 lose this knife?!”
B T izhegay.
ler-DAT ran-away
‘1 e away from her,”
BY. [ neddostasivaar seedsiva.

them-2 A" are-imsutficient resources
“They sre lacking resources.'

Dative indirect objects appear with verbs meaning ‘give money, messages, signals,
gond, evil’:

a0 Mu pluniv. Q3. Tey fon ne mi 5e dopaga
Bim-DAT paid thas tone not me-12AT refl pleases
L padd him ! ‘Thar tone decs net please me.'
BT Neminmu rekov. 4. Foa i vreds.
him-DAT him-DAT wld it vou-DAT benefits
1 told him.” “rood for youl’
%2, Mu namiy A5, M predi.
him-DAT winked me-DIAT hinders
‘T winked al him.* TletShe/It hinders me:”

although there are exceptions, such as:
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9h. L7 izlaZav,
him-ACC lied
T lied to mm."

and there iz cven varalion in case usage with the verb “advize™

WYL (F0 posavetuvay. SR, Mu posivetnvay do odi dovia.
him-ACC advised him-DAT advised that goes home
‘[ advised himn.” ‘T advised him to 20 hooe,”

Werbs denoting the giving of punishment do not have indirect objects:
Y9 Cia harepav.

Rim-AC heat
‘T beat him up.”

57 Lithuanian
Both “give’ and “lake’ admit dative indirect object constructions in Lithuanian:
W), tie mums duas malg kediniyg.
They-MOM us-13A) will-give Iittle kitten- ACC
They will give us a little kitten.”
. Mar buve pavagtas arkls.

me-DAT was stolen horse-ACC
“A horse was stolen from me.’

amed the indirect object is used with intransitive giving and taking verbs as well:

102: Jix pors s privisate.
He-NOM himsel i-NOM us-DRA T introduced
'He introduced bimself (o us.”

103 Af padiaukofan Lissuvos retkalams.
[-NOM dedicated Lithuania-GEN cauge-DAT
1 dedicated myself 1o the Lithuarian cause,”
104, Jam stinga pinig.
Him-DAT is-lacking money-GER
'He lacks money.'
05, Arkivs man pabégo,
Horse-NOM me-DAT ran-away
“The horse ran away from me.'

Some verbs of communication have dative indireo chiccls;

L. Fonas pasakoio mums. 105, Af rafan hradiug,
Tohn-NOM wold us-DAT I-MOM write brother-DAT
“Tuhn told us,” ‘T am writing to my brother,”

but a large number do not and take accusalive dircet objocts instead:

LOE. Maokyeoior dousineiu studenty.
Teacher-NOM questioned studenl- ACC
“The teacher questivned the studens.’

In mast cases, however, these verhs can be paraphrased with the verb dijor ‘give’ 1o
preduce a prototypical indirect abizct construction;
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106 Mokviogas dave studeniod Slawsimy.
Teacher-MNOM gave student-I3AT question-ACT
‘The tedcher asked the student a guestion.”’

The dative indirect object i used with verbs meaning give money, good, evil'

T AL o surmokéfa. 1LY, Jewiii parike films,
E-t O him-T2AT paid John-DDAT plessed moviz-NOM
T paid bim.’ Jehn liked the movic,”

1120 Jix ron poakenké
He-NOM me-DAT harmed
‘He harmed e’

with some cxccptions:

VE2 Gy erzing Marija.
Rumoe-NOM annoys Mary-ACC
The rumer anoovs Maey'

Punishment verbs do not generally have dative indirect objeets:
1L, A mitiou vaikag.

I-IOM spanked child- A0

1spanked the child’

.- -1

but note the use of an mdirec) objecl with ‘give’ in the meaning *hit't:
115. Af fau duagive § veidg,

[-MOM vou-DAT will-give into face-ACC
‘T'IL kit vouin the face.”

3.8 Crervman
German usage tollows the pattern observed for Czech very closely. Both ‘give’ and
‘take’ use dative indirect objec

116 Sfe gibi desn Kellner vin Trinkgeld.
She-NOM gives the waiter-DAT a ip-ACC
“She pives the waiter & tip.”

LET. Er nafime mir meine Briefiasche wes,
He - MOM ook me-DAT my pockethook: ACC away
"He took my pockethook away from me,”

118, Aok enrziche il das Rechs.
I-NOM withdraw him-DAT the right-ACC,
Twithdraw the right from him.'

and the intransitive giving and taking verbs follow suic:

119, Joh bandhm gefolgr, 121, for enttcam seinen Verfolgern,
I-NOM AUX him-DAT fallmwved He-WOM sscaped own pursuers-DAT
1 have followed i’ ‘He es¢aped his plersiiers,'

121 Ey gehdrt mir. 122, Das Pferd liel thm fori.
I-NOM helongs me-DAT The horse-MNOM ran him-DAT away
It belongs 1o me.” ‘The borse ran away [rom him.’
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Likewise, we find dative indirect oajects with all the other extended meaninas:

L1230 Thomay bezakll den Minmnern. 124, fch darnke dir,
I'homaz-MOM pavs the men-DAT [-NOM thank vou-DAT
“Thurmas pavs e men’ ‘I thank you.”

2530 Anneorictardiv!
answers he-M O von-DAT
Troes he answer vou?

126, Jek elegraphiceetivlephonierelrafevinkevate' dreohelschmeichle gramliers i,
1-MNOM [verbs] hin-DAT
‘1 telegraph/telephoncicallbeckon tofadvisethreaten/fatter/cangratulate him.*

127, Er gafilir miir, 128, Dras wird frer Gesundieir schaden.
He-MOM pleases me-DAT That-NOM will your health-DAT barm
T like him.” “That will harm your health,”

Verbs denoting punishment, however, do not have indirect objects unless para-
phrased with “give' as in:
129 Er pub thm ewne grofe Strafe.

hie-WNOM pave him-DDAT v kg punishmenr-ACC

‘He punished hit sevarely”

3.9 Romanian
The dative s morphologically distiaet for prooouns and the article in Romaniap.
Here again we see the extended indirect object used with both ‘give” and ‘take’:
130, W weee el miste hani
Tiou-DAT -NOM will-give some mancy,
T give vou some money.”

F3E, Mi-au furat Dol
Me-12AT-have stalen money-lhe
“Moncy has been stolen from me. ] had money taken.’

Indireet objects can be found with intransitive giving verbs:

132, M-wm prezeniat ef. 133, Ew reoe s-or aorditad Inr-un vis,
Me-refl-have introduced her-DAT She me-DAT refl-has showed in-a dream
‘lintroduced meyvsell 1o her.” ‘She appeared Lo me na dream.”

L34, My s-a indmplar i eveniment,
e-DAT refl-has happened an event
"An ovent bappensd 10 me

but are fimited to occurrence with only three intransitive taking verhs a-f scdp
ciivi ‘escape [tom someone,” o evitd cuiva ‘avold someone,” and a lipsi cuivg be
facking 1o someone,” as in!
1350 0} lipsegie munted/ cafenua,

himher-13AT [acks mind-the/coffee-the

‘He/She lacks commonsense'cofles

Otherwise the inlransitive taking verbs use other construclicns, as in:
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130, A fugirde la mine.
has run from me-ACC
'HedfShe ran away from me.

Werbs denoting “giving money. messages, sigoals’ take indirect objects:

137, Mi-gu pldu. 134, Fean ielefonat.
me-DAT have paid. Him/Her-DAT-have telephoned
‘They have paid me’ Trelephoned himer.”
138, El v spune, 1M T-qen fidewee ot ochind.
He-MOM you-DAT tells Her/Him-[24T-have made with eye-the
‘Huo 15 telling yow” ‘1 winked 2t him/her.'

Verbs denoling benefit (“piving pood") have inditect objects;
141, Mi se porriveste costimel.

Me-ITAT I-REFL suits suit-the

“The suit looks good on me.”

bul these denoting the opposite {giving evil') have direct objects:
[4Z. Ma deranjeazd.

Me-A00 hathers
‘He!She Tt bothers me.”

ferbs denoting punishment have accusative objects, unless puraphrased with ‘draw’
as in:

143, Mi-a tras o palmi
Me-DAT-has drawn a slap
‘He pave me aslap.”

300 Hungarian

Here we see a different pattern, with the indirect object confined to fewer environ-
ments than in the other languages in this survey, It may well he that the underlying
principles organizing dative usape are different for this language given its different
penetic arigin. *Give" combines with dative indirect objects, as in;
144, Az asszony apdndikor egy Sonyver o lednydnak.

the woman-WOM gives a hook-ACC the her-daughtler-DAT

“The womal gives a book to her daughter.'

145, Amadja az eroddr az ellenségnek,
hand-over the fortress- ACC the enemy-DAT
'He/She hands over the fortress 1o the enemy.’

but ‘take’ takes the genitive (like Russian):
146, Elveset o labdids Fétersal

takes the ball- ACT Peter-GEN
“Het'She takes the ball from Peter.”

147, Kalesdinker valumin valufid!,
barrow something-ACC somebody-GEN
‘He/She borrows something from somchody.

“The fact that the dative is limited to conveying ‘give’ as opposed to fake’ s amply
demonstrated in the [ollowing pair of examples:
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144, Elkdrie g konveer idlem.
asked the book-ACC me-GEN
‘He asked me for the book.'
149, Elkdrre g kanyvet o baratjanak/a buridffa részére’n bardsja szdmdra,
atsked the book-ACC the his-friend-DAT
‘Fe asked for the hook for his friend.”

The use of the dative with intransitive giving is Umited to a few verbs. such as:

150, Ulew iimik nekd,
it soems him-DAT
‘It seems sa Lo him.'

otherwise we find other cases:

131, Megkdzelit valakir, 152, Valumi toriénik volakivel
approach somebody- 400 something-MNOM happens somehody-1MN5T
‘HeiShe apprasches samehady,” ‘Something happens to somebody.”

Intransizive taking verbs do not have dative arguments:
133, Megvallk valakieaz!valumitol,

part-with somenne-GENSomething-GERN

‘HefShe parts with someone/somethin:.'
154, Elhsgeriizik valaking],

lake-leave-of somenno-CiEN

FleShe tekes hisher leave of someone.”

The dative can be found with some verbs that denote the giving of money, mes-
sages, signals. good, evil:

133, fizetni valokinek 157, tiszrelegni vilakinek
pay soaeone-DAT salute spmeoone-DAT
1o pay someons’ “tor sabute someone
156, Parancsol valakinek [3R. wrdmer szerezm valukinek
order somebody-DAT joy-ACC procure someone-DAT
‘HeShe orders snomeone:” ‘to please someons,”

159, A fapy sokar driow a gvitmdlesosmek.
the frost-MOM muoch damaged the fruit-trees-DAT
“The frost did much damage to the fruit trees”

bt there are exceptions as well as variation in some inslanees:

16U, rapyein valakivvalakinet Lel. efosegitony clomozditani valakit
spplavd somecne-ACC someone-1247T benefit someone- A0
"t gppland semeons’ o bensfit someone’

Verbs denoting punishmenit do not udmit dative indirect objects.

6.0 Tnterpreting the Data
The most interesting gencralizations to be drawn [rom this dats can be made with
respect 1o the presence vs, abscnee of extensions of the indircct object via anto-
nymy. Three languages, Russian, Ukrainian, and Hungarian, lack the entire hranch
of the network represented by taking and intransitive taking verbs, The fact that we
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generally see good representation of branches of the network or no representation
is at least a partial confirmation of the model, IE the indirect object is indeed
extended in the fashion described above and bas the internal siruciure sugsested.
then we would expect the branches of the network to behave imore or less as units.
I the model were irrelevant, there would be nothing to prevent a palchwork effect
instead. We see pacterns that deviate significantly from the prediction of the mode|
only in: Hungarian., which may indeed not conform o the model; in Romanian,
which has lost most of ity case morphology already and may well be losing the
structured indircct object proposed in the process (as opposed to Macedonian,
which is losing case morphology but not the indircet ebject structure); and to soms
exlent in Serbo-Croatian, which uses the dative anly with the semantically central
verbs of taking and intransitive taking, but nat with their synonyms. The implica-
tions of the geographical distribution of Indirect object extension via anlonyvmy, as
sketched in figure 4. will be discussed below.

T Same Speculaiions
Although a definitive proof of how and why the indirect object came to be extended
to usi with verbes ol laking in some languages but oot in others goes beyond the
scope of this article. T will venture two hyvpotheses, The extended imdirect object
may he either an innovation or a relic, and [ will present evidence supporting cach
ol hese hypotheses.

Figure 4:  The Geographic [istribution of the Extended Indirect Ohject
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7 The Extended Mndirect Object as an fanovarion

With the exceplion of Hungarian, all of the languages in the sample located south-
west of Russizn and Ukrainisn exhibit the extended indirect object. Sinee the dative
is nof used with verbs of Laking in this sense in ancient Greek ' and Latin, it might be
an innovation. Because this innovazion has spread to the Slavic [amily it would have
taken place subsegquent to the southward expansion of the Slavs in the sixth century
AD. The anomalous behavior of Hunganan may resull [rom either the later armval
(between the ninth and tenth centunies} of the Ugne peeples in central Europe, or
from the fact that Hungarian is an unrelated non-Indo-European language. or from
both of these circumstances. Beyond this, the time at which the alleged innovation
ook place is hard to determine, Although varieties of Old Church Slavonic and Old
Hussian generally use prepusitionsl phrases in expressions of laking, we do see
datives even in early texts such as the Qstromirove evangelic (1056-57):

162, sevldkode femn hagrrenicg
ook off him-IXAT purple-ACC
‘they took off the purple from him (KIVY (Mark 15:20)

but examples like this are oot conclusive, for the verb denotes “take off” rather than
‘take away’ and the dative may be motivated just as an experiencer of something
that happened to the referent’s person (1.c., the relevant interpretation may be that
the taking off of the purple is something that happened to him [cf. schema 2 in
figure 2] rather than that the purple was taken away from him [cf. schema 1 in figure
2]). ¥et nearly six centurics later ke use of the dative with verbs of taking is absent
from a Czech translation of the Bible (Krdlicka Bibli, 1613), where prepositional
phrases with the genitive are to be found, as in:

Lot Vezmdie od ndio fohifivi
Take from him-GEMN this pound-ACC
“Take from him the pound (EIY) (Luke 19:24)

[tis difficult to say where the innovetion cceurred or whal is ullimate expansion was,

Expanding upon the hypothesis that this represents an innovation, the data sug-
gest that this might be a bifurcating change of the tyvpe described by Andersen
(1974}, involving an abductive inpovation in ranking and leature valuation, Iere |
am supgesting that the distribution of dative s genitive usage with taking and
intransitive taking verbs parallels in its development the distribution of &/ and /f as
reflexes of orgina] /% in Polish dialects, as analvzed by Andersen:

Matopolska Od Palish Zips. Podhale, Upper Silesia
..H..
[]

[+oompaet, —continuous)

ki LE....................... rrr.lr.lrrrrr.lr.JVr il

[+eompact! fFepntinuous!
BATEY lchare o ‘tfus! ‘polocat’
‘plakral Machta’plaxta /ptaftal ‘sail’

farok! groch/grox! {pruf! ‘peas
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Meither diglect had any /+eontinuous, —compact! phonemes, and cach made 2
diecision to choose g single relevant feature, Subsequent remedial innovation made
Adinto [k] and /I ainto [1]. Andersen claims that his typology is valid at all levels of
language, but does nol provide examples of Bifurcating morphological change. An
innovation which assigns [or the expenencer of ‘take’ cither (he dative or the
{usually prepositional) genitive would. however, appear to qualily as g bifurcating
morphological change. If we use the classic Jukobsonian sysiem of scmantic case
features ™ we would be justificd in assigning to the experiencer argument of ‘take’
the features [+directional. +quantifving]. since taking necessarily involves hoth
direction (from experiencer) and guantification {exient to which experiencer is
allected), Thus an abductive innovation in ranking and featare valuation parallel to
that cited from Andersen above would be responsible for the current distribution of
case marking with ‘take’

Polish, Ceech, Slovak, expericneer of ‘take’ Russian & Llkeainian
Serbo-Croatian, | +dircetional, | guantifying|
MMuacedonian,

Lithuanian. German,
Romanian
[+directional] [+quantifving]

Each languape made 4 decision as to which feature was relevant. Subsequent reme-
digl innovalion changed | +directional| to |+ directional, +marpinal] (to prevent
symeretism with the other object of ‘take.” which was already accusative). and
changed [ +quantifying] to [ +quantifving. —marginat] {since locative would not be
HI O RIHITE

7.2 The FExteaded Indirect Object as a Relic
It may afso be that the extended use of the indircet objeet was present in Proto-
Indo-Evuropedan und has been curtailed in many modern languages, leaving behind
the Sprachbund of West and South Slavic. German, and Romanian where it has
been retained to varying degrees. O1d Hittite, lor example, evidently wsed the
dative with taking verbs, asin;

167, » = an = zan pirefnuzfzibuisn = an = 8 = Kfonaf twhsanzi,
connective she- ACC refl he-kidnaps which-NOM connective she- ACC him-DAT particle
Lhevoseparite.
“The ong wha has eloped with her, they take her away from him.”

The replacement of the extended dative with prepositional phrases could he seen
as part of a general tendency to replace bare case lorms with prepositional constrae-
tons, the same process which has eroded the substantival morphology of English,
Bulgarian, and Mavedonian, and continues to favor prepositional usage in cerlain
constructions in other languages. The instrumental of means, for example. is losing
ground to prepositional phrases in both Russian (cf. Schuphach 19867 and in Czech,
where it is now possible to hear 168h:

168, Napsalo fremi to miFkon 168, Napsala jsew o5 idkon,
Wrote AUR I-ACC penuil-INST Wroote ALN-ACT with pencil-INST
T wrote it with 2 peneil,’ 'Twrote it with o pencil .
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Further, in Polish there 5 a very strong temdency 1o replace much of the indirect
object usage with prepositional phrases in div + genitive:

168, Ofeiee mi pirze o rrudney syicocl « Polsce.
father-MNOM me-DAT writes about ditficult situation-10OC in Poland-1.000
Tather writes to me about the difficull sieation in Poland.’

—but

170 erec do mare pizze,
father-NOM o me-(GGEN writes.
‘Father writes to me.”

A0 Cronelusion

The intent of this article, however, is not to establish a definitive history for dative
usage in central Burope, but rather to show that such comparisons are possible and
that the sugpested model is justified. What 15 most curious abou! the geographic
distribution outlined in figure 4 is the lack of correlation in places between this
isogloss and family relationships. In this sample, languages in the same Slavic
subfamily behave similarly, but they also reflect the usage common 1o the region in
which they are found, a factor apparently not ticd to genetic relatedness alone. This
observalion carries with it a significant implication: that geographic proximity plays
a role in the development of argoment structure and how it is conceptualized.
Further, conceptual structures are clearly (ransmissible among Tanguages. In es-
sence, what figure 4 shows us is that there arc some languages in which Z in
ullerances meaning X takes Y from 7 is conceprualized as merely a source point
{Russian, Ukrainian, Hungarian), and other languages that conceptualize 2 as an
experiencer of an action analogous to C in ullerances meanimg “A gives B to €
Barring extremely diverse historical conditions (as in the case of Hungarian), lan-
guages thatl are peographically contipuous tend to share conceptual structures.

I have proposcd 4 model of cese usage thal posits internal structure for the
sentantics of cases. This model thercby breaks down the mass of data on case usage
it logically interrelated units, or branches of a network. When data can be viewed
in such a systematic fashion, interlinguistic comparison is facilitated. Comparison of
usage points to the importance in language development of dimensions of space, in
addition to time-anchored genetic relationships. Additionally, the model allows for
both a clearer definition of case roles and a more systematic treatment of governed
casc,

MNOTES

1 Thus this study includes: a) those languages cantizuous o Czech that have morphological
case cxpression, 0) languages that are contigunus to those in a) and have morphological
citse, and ¢) Macedonian. | must sxpress thanks to my friends and colleagugs who assisted
me in preparing the comparative data: Charles Carltoen, Predraz Ciéovacki, Paul
Dehreereny, Lawrence Feinberg, George Fowler, Vietar Friedman, Sanda Galopentia,
Drarka Hawryshkyw, Henrieta Huzucha, Clibieta Karpinska, Antanas Elimas, Craig
Melchert, Vasa Mihzilovich, Kidrs Papp, Veselka Pabner. Murie Pavlovieky, Trensusse
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Sipkowicz-Hicks, Ljupgn Stefenovski, Tosil Weismaon. 1, hewever, remgin respansible
for any errors mods in gatherng and interpreting this data.

For an account of the dative in German in the framesork of cognitive linguisties, see
Smith TURa & 1987,

The designation: “potential subject™ and “independent status™ will be explained below in
the digression on the governed dative under the heading * Advantages of the Extended
[ndireer Cihject Model,” po 530

Here, “syntagmalic variation™ refers o variation in the bas

tructure of a construction.
The following syntagmatic variants are relevant here, and correspond to the disgrams in
figure 12 1) a three-aranment comstruction with a verb. a pominalive sTgument, 20 acoisa-
five argumesnt, and a dative argument: Ia) a two-arsument consteuclion with 2 verh, 3
nominative argument, and & dative argement; and 1) a cnc-argument construction with
a verh amd @ dative argument. Syntagmatic variation is & distinction sceondary (o that of
paradigmatic variation, which s cxplained in the text.
The difference between the mdirect object 10 schema 1 and the free dative in schema 2
cin e Mustrated by the following examples in Rossian:

indirect abject: fvan podurd o plasiinge: Tvan pove as a record.’

free dative: Mvan odkrv! nam dver”, “Ivan opened the door for ws.’
In the indireet object construction. the dative i= aa obligatory argument of the verh; the
acenusptive enfity is ransforred o the dative eatity which has the potential 1o react 1o this
iuation. Meither of these statements 15 true for the froc dative constriction,
A number of dative constructions in Crech were first identificd as extensions of the
indirect object in Janda 1995, For a discussion of tedial categories in the framework of
coanilive grammar, see Lakofl 1987,
Another possible interpretation of example 2 5 “Alena is alwivs laking my chocolates!”
There 15 some overlap berweaen this exiension of the indirect object and another part of
the semantic network of the dative. namely the pant that includes dative usase tradition-
illy lahelled “dative of possession.” Whereas the use of the dative with verbs meaning
‘give' signals an action which usually results in the dative referent becoming the possessor
wf an ahject. possession (s 8 necessery precondition inooclause with the opposite scmantic
impuort. Befone something can be taken away it must be possessed in some scnse. The

relationship between this extended indirect object and the dative of possession s dis-
cussed i preater detail m Janda 1995; cf, also the discussion of this phénomenon in
Friedman 1977,
Hete I ke reference bath o texibooks and o descnptive grummars of Ceech, such ax
Havranek and Jedlicka 1960, Heim 1982 and Smilawer 1972,
Hachman gives extensive evidence of the subject-like capacities of the dative in Russian,
The first test of subjecthood that he applies is the use of svef ‘one's own,” which can have
a subiective ditive as its antecedent a3 in (Bachman 1980:94);

Me Zit' Zeonne v gvgem dome. “There's no living in my pwn house.”

Mue xoredo rahorastsia v svaem xabinere. ' work well in my office.”
Bachman shows that datives also serve as sntecedents for sebjo ‘oneself” and for gérunds

and that they beliave just as die nominative subjects in lopic-controlled deletion, adver-
mial clause reduction. and comparative reduction,

Some authors have sugpested thar the dative is semehow marked for “humanness™; ef.
Belitova (1982:67] identifies 2 semantic feature of the dative as porsonicnos “per-
sonhood.” and Gresnberg (1872:25) shows that the vast majority of dative marking in
Bussian is on nouns denoting persons and personal pronouns. The ability of animats to
firmetion s dutives in such ulterances is questionable. Wierzhicka { [956:306-347) mves
the Polish example Pomplowafan pude Recowd ‘1 painted Rex's kennel for him™ and
slates that i1 “sounds odd because 0 implies that Bex (a dog) wished for the kennef to be

1
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painted.” Personhood lics at one ceereme of the animacy hicrarchy, and the interaction of
that hicrarchy with the semantics of the dative 1 complex. Note that it 15 glso possible o
place inanimares {in pericalar absicaet nouns) in the indirect objeer position in sentences
like the BHuossien Razvinfu isksava ©Heraery v onafel strane ne pridadsja ogrommoe
rmafenie. “arcat significance is ool aitached to the development of art and literature in
QUL countTy.”

This classification of the interaction between nominative and darive areuments of the
verh 15 in somic sonse an extrapolotion of that supeested by Andersen {19703, Mote that
annulment of domination &5 a saeal gap o this aroup, The oppressed are always trving
to excape Lhelroppressons, but rarcly, it over, is the converse true. MNote also that thers is
just voe verb that can be considered 2 dative-governer hut cannat he eategorized amang
thuse named in this parsgraph, nor can it be said (o have an extended inditect object.
Thar verb is zdviddr ‘'onvy,” and the use of the datrve with it = motivated by the assump-
tion of possession. For more on this verb and s role in the semantics of the dative casa,
s Jamda 1993,

The term *emativnal dative” is rranslated from Grepl and Karlik 1986, Mate also thas the
wies of the dotive of posseszion in Russian s generaily asociated with & negative evalus-
tiom Dy the speaker. of, Lovine 1984 and 14956

There is. however, a strong tendency to ose preposiional phrases instead of the dative in
the exrended uses.

Pronouns arc inserted for definite direct objecrs and for all indirect nbjeeis. Morenver,
specific direct ahjects can Lrigeer his phenomenon as well.

This semantic extension ol ‘give” 10 *hit’ is not unigue to Lithusnian. The sume phenome-
non is ohierved. for example. in Romany, and it s similae (o English usage as in: Now
well geve o to you! MNow well hit you!”

Romaenian also has o doubled dasive which s wsed with certain intransitive giving and
taking verhs, 68 in a-i apdrea @ v cadvd L0 appear W someone in a dicam.”

Note. however, that the use of the detive indirect object with verbs of taking and intransi-
tive taking is part of the grammar of Katharevousa (or “official ™) Greek, but Uhis featuze
fias been lost in the modern vernaeular,

Here | am assuming the “original™ six-casc system of Ruossian, which leaves out the
marginal L2 and G2, selected by Cheany (1980, 111) as the most approprisie two-
dimensional conflation model:

indei dirfaser guant
—marper  MOM  ACC GEN
+mar/per INST  DAT LoC
where mar'per = margimalperipheral, indef = indefinite, divfaser = directionall
pHeriptive, quanl = gquantifving.

APPENDIX

Altbsough Thave tried winelude most relevant verbs, the lists i the tables below are intendad
to he illustrasive rather than exhaustive. There are s fow verhs thar appear on more than ong
hi=t, either because they have more then one meaning or because their case usags is motivated
by mose than one use of the dative, Frozir “threaten.” has two distinet meanings: "to utter 2
threat.” classificd among the verbs of giving messages. and 'to behave in a threatening man-
ner," classified among the verbs of horm (giving evil). The wse of the dative with prekdZer
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‘hinder, interfere” is motivated by both the meanings of harm and symmetrical contest present

in the verh.

poddvat
nabizel
predkiidat
piisumoyat
strkar

cpat
ynucoval
prilcdvat
pressniovar

Tahle 3:

nadhihat
prittlidaval se
predstavovat se
odddavat se
vénovat se
ohétavat s¢
svifovar sg
patiit
piisluies
stacit
piipadat
slaval se
plibizen se
zddt se

jevit s¢
zaprodévat s¢

Table 1:  Synonyvms of Crech davar fgive’

“hand” odevedaval
‘offer donddval
‘serve, place hefore’ pfedivat
*draw toward” dorudavat
‘push toward' ocvidi
“thrust upon’ postupovat
“force upon’ SVETOVEL
‘pass’ vTacel
‘present”

Tahle 2: Synonyms of Czech brdf “take’

“hand in'

‘add”
“hand”
“deliver”

*hiern aver, retirn’

‘surrender’

‘pul in {someene’s) costody, care’

‘return’

aednimal “take’ cmajznous ‘swipe’

krast “sleal’ Slahnout ‘pimch’
zubavovat ‘ceize’ Stipmont ‘pinch”

pvdt ‘wrgst from’ uzmout ke away”
irhat ‘vank away’ FCEIVAL ‘appropoats’
skubart wrench away'  vwvlastoovat  “expropriote’

vifouknout  ‘snatoh away’

‘catch up o, overtake’
‘approach’

introduce sclif 107
'devole self to”
‘dedicate seif o'
'sacrifice self 1w’

entrust self to
‘belong o'

beleng to. be pwed 10
‘be gnough. suffice”
‘happen o, seem o’
‘happen o’

“happen o’

seeim [0, Appear ta’

‘be evident o'

‘sell out to {as 2 traitor)’

Tahle 4:  Metonymical extensions of ddvat *give’

ujizdet
utikat
uchize:
unikist
uprchiat
schizet
chybét
wyhybat s¢
vymykat se
ztricet 50
vzdalovat se
odcizovit se
odrozayval se
odristal
schovivar se

Understood object is

messapes or signals

piisvedenvar
Lichuotit
pochlehovat
pritakival
poroucel

"Intransitive giving® and "Iniransitive taking*

‘ride away from’
‘run away [rom'
‘wscape’

‘escape. leak’
'‘flee, escape’

b missing”

'be lacking”
favold”

‘get away from'
‘et lost on”
‘ahenate sell [rom’
“alienate self from”
‘defect’

‘outgrow”

‘hide from’

money or gifis

‘consent’ platit
Matter obétovat
“fawn upom’ piispival

pay lip sepvice o7
‘cormmanid”

pay’
“sacrifice’
‘contribute’

The Shape of the Indirect Ohject in Central ancd

nafizovat
dékowvar
prizvukovat
pEat
blahopral
poroudal se
Zchnat
gratulovar
kondolovat
radit
promijet
pripominat
spitat
naddavat
2lotedt
oz
maodlit se
rouhat sc
chlukit se
Zalovat
oilporoudet se
odpovidat
Thit

vilat
telefomavat
Ivkat

‘order, direct”
‘thank’

“second”

'wish'

“wish well”

‘give regards 1o’
‘hiess’
‘congratulate’
‘oive condolences’
fadvise

‘forgive’

‘remvind’

‘abuse. call names'
talruse. tell of
‘curse”

‘threaren’

‘pray’
'Plaspheme’
‘hoast’

‘complain’

‘Lake ooe's leayve of
fanswer’

it

‘eall’

‘telephone”

“say v o'

vykant HLY PR 0
silutovil “salure”
prikyvoyat ‘oind to, consent’
tleskat 'appland’
kynout ‘wave'
Tmivat wave'
sl s ‘laugh at’
signalizovit “signal’
telegrafovat “telegraph’
[ write’
Table 5:

symmetrieal relationships
podobal se ‘be simibar”
TOVIAL S0 e ual’

odpovidat
VYTOVTIRT 50
konkurowvat
piekizel
brranit
nidmilonvat
olpoTovat
CpOROVAT
VZENTHL e

‘rorrespond o
‘compete with®
‘compete with”
‘interferewith’
‘prevent, resist’
‘contradict, talk back’
opposs

‘ohject o

‘defy’

aslern Europe 561

punishment
nafackovar “slap’
naplicat ‘mpank’
nasekat ‘whip”
namlativ ‘thrash’
nabie ‘heat’

o or evil
vvhovovat ‘comply, sansfy
hadit se ‘suit, please’
Iibil se ‘appeal o'
prospivar ‘benefit’
sluset ‘become, suit’
svicdlit e poid fior”
lahrdit ‘be pleasant o’
chutnat ‘taste good 1o’
piipijet ‘drink ta'
udeviiner ‘ol & hell foc”
vadit ‘hamper. trouble”
skadir Tarm’
uhliovat ‘hurt”
prekdiet ‘hinder”
nesed et ‘buther’
Iroen ‘threaten”
hnusit s¢ ‘disgust’
sncchncovat s ‘disgust’

Governed dative

subordination

otrdil
zuproddvat se
slowzit
Pl
asistavat
adddvat se
VENOWAT 50
uhétovatse
podidear
podkuiovat
podddvat sc

b aslave 1o
sell put '
aerve’

‘helpy’

‘mesist’

‘devore seli 10
‘dedicate self to’
‘sactifice self 1o
‘kowlony tor
‘toady o'

‘give in 1o
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Protivil se

vadivar se ssurrender 1o
domination patfit ‘helong '
phisluset ‘he owed o
vladnout ‘pavern’ svéfovil se ‘prtrusl self to”
vévodil 'rulg over’ nalcéet ‘elong o7
dominovat ‘dominate” holdovar ‘pey homage o'
prodsedar ‘chair’ propadat “hecome subject w'
ularovat “bewitch, captivate’ padlehat “succumb to”
Inponoves Simpress pavolovat “aive in b
poarouiet ‘command’ hiover ‘give in o'
LEEIT s enjoy, have at ooe's disposal’  piizplsoboval se ‘conform o’
UETIPOVAL ‘vield 1o’
klanér sg b 1o’
dvofit s¢ ‘caurt’
annulment of subordination vvhovorvat “aceommodans
Zavdediwvat so “ingratiate seli”
odaldval stand up 10" videdi ‘be indebled '
vEpirat & ‘oppase, resist’ diveraval ‘trust’
profivie se ‘oppase; rebel’ stranit “sicde with’
vadarovas “defy, resise viEit ‘belicve
edplace: ‘repay, reathste’ rozumit ‘understand’
mstil s ‘lake revenge on’ divit 5o ‘be surprised by’

Fﬂnn_._.n._n._._ Fovatsc
vy kal se

‘appose, rebel”

‘repay’
wraneh loose rom”
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